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REMARKS 



Reconsideration and allowance of the above identified patent application are hereby 
requested. Claims 1-3, 5-15, 17-24, and 27-48 are now in the application with claims 1,13, 27, 
and 32 being independent. Claims 25-26 have been canceled. Claims 2 and 14 have been 
amended. Claims 32-48 are new. The Applicants respectfully traverse the Office's rejections. 



Claims 27-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0260717 to Albornoz et al, filed on June 20, 2003. 
It is not conceded that Albornoz et al. is a proper anticipatory reference under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 
For the sake of expedience, however, the Office's rejections based on Albornoz et al. are 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 27 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . . applying a first annotation instance 
to a first portion of an electronic document in accordance with the dynamic annotation template; 
and applying a second annotation instance to a second portion of the electronic document in 
accordance with the dynamic annotation template, wherein the layout of the second annotation 
instance differs from the layout of the first annotation instance." 

The Office (Action of December 26, 2006 at 3-4) asserts: 

Albornoz provides for multiple annotations and types of annotations depending on 
the object type to be annotated (e.g., text, graphic, spreadsheet, table, etc.). 
Furthermore, when XSL or XSLT stylesheets are applied to an annotation 
structure, the layout and appearance of the annotation instance can be quite; 
different depending on the content of the annotation, the amount of content 
information a user is allowed to view (due to credential filtering (Pg. 10 
Paragraph [0108]) and perhaps as well as the type of object being annotated. 

However, Albornoz et al. fail to disclose the claimed subject matter. 

Albornoz et al. do not disclose applying a first annotation instance to a first portion of an 

electronic document and applying a second annotation instance to a second portion of the 

electronic document. Rather, Albornoz et al. teach that annotations are stored separately from 
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the electronic document. For example, Albornoz et al. (para. 0101) disclose (underlining added 
for emphasis): 

Regardless of how the annotation structure is selected, at step 506, a GUI screen 
is generated based on the selected annotation structure, for example, allowing a 
user to input data to the fields of the selected annotation structure . The GUI 
screen may be generated, for example, by transforming the annotation structure, 
based on one of a set of XSL transforms obtained via a QueryStructureTransforms 
API call that returns an array of available transforms associated with a specified 
annotation structure. 

Thus, Albornoz et al. teach that annotation data corresponding to the annotation slructure is 

entered into a GUI screen. Further, Albornoz et al. (paras. 0102-0103) disclose (underlining 

added for emphasis): 

At step 508, annotation data is received via the generated GUI screen. The 
annotation data may be stored in an annotation record 1 50. . . .At step 5 1 2, an 
annotation record 150 is created containing the annotation data, index, and GUID. 
At step 514, the annotation record is stored in the annotation store 130, se parate 
from the annotated data . 

As such, Albornoz et al. teach separately storing an annotation in an annotation store instead of 

applying the annotation to a data object. 

Further, Albornoz et al. (paras. 0107-0108) also disclose that an annotation is separately 

presented to a user. For example, Albornoz et al. (Id.) disclose (underlining added for 



At step 608, the annotation data is optionally filtered, and the fields of the 
annotation structure are populated with the filtered annotation data. For example, 
fields that the user (based on the user's role) is not authorized to view will be not 
be displayed (e.g., filtered out). 

At step 610, a GUI screen is generated based on the populated structure , 
displaying the annotated data. 

Thus, Albornoz et al. teach that an annotation is displayed in a separate GUI . As such, Albornoz 

et al. do not disclose applying the annotation to the electronic document at any time, including 

when the annotation is created and when the annotation is displayed. Therefore, Albornoz et al. 

do not disclose, teach, or suggest applying a first annotation instance to a first portion of an 

electronic document in accordance with the dynamic annotation template; and applying a second 
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annotation instance to a second portion of the electronic document in accordance with the 
dynamic annotation template, as is claimed. 

Albornoz et al. also do not address the layout of multiple annotations of an object. With 
respect to displaying an annotation, Albornoz et al. (para. 0108) disclose (underlining added for 
emphasis): 

. . .for some embodiments, a filtered annotation structure 749 may be generated. . . 
based on the selected annotation structure 149 and an access control list (ACL) 
1 59, which typically contains a list of userlD's and/or groupID's with a common 
set of privileges to a protected resource, such as the annotation store 130 . For 
example, the filtered annotation structure 749 may have a limited subset of the 
fields contained in the selected annotation structure 1 49. The filtered annotation 
structure 749 may then be transformed. . .to generate the final GUI displayed to 
the user . 

Thus, Albornoz et al. disclose that a userlD or groupID provides a user with a common set of 
privileges to an entire annotation store , not a particular annotation. Further, Albornoz et al. teach 
that the filtered annotation structure is generated based on an access control list that contains the 
list of userlDs and/or groupIDs. As such, in accordance with Albornoz et al., the same filtered 
annotation structure would be used to generate the final GUI displayed to a user to present both a 
first annotation instance and a second annotation instance for a given object. Thus, Albornoz et 
al. do not suggest that the layout of a second annotation instance differs from the layout of a first 
annotation instance. 

Moreover, Albornoz et al. (para. 0107) disclose (underlining added for emphasis): 

At step 608, the annotation data is optionally filtered , and the fields of the 
annotation structure are populated with the filtered annotation data . For example, 
fields that the user (based on the user's role) is not authorized to view will be not 
be displayed (e.g., filtered out). 

Filtering the annotation data before populating the selected annotation data structure does not 

suggest that the layout of a second annotation instance differs from the layout of tie first 

annotation instance . To the contrary, filtering affects the content of the annotation, not the 

layout . The specification (p.8, lines 14-24) illustrates an example of a variable layout 

(underlining added for emphasis): 
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The application template can additionally include instructions defining the 
annotation layout based on the conditions , such that how the content will be 
presented is defined and can change from one instance of applying the annotation 
to another . As an example, an annotation template can include instructions 
specifying a variable layout for an annotation including a text object and a graphic 
object, where the relationship of the two objects changes with each applica tion of 
the annotation moving the text in a clockwise direction in relationship to the 
graphic each time the annotation is applied. In this example, when the annotation 
is first applied in a document, the text is positioned in one orientation relative to 
the graphic - such as above the graphic. When a second annotation is applied in 
the document using the same annotation template, the text is positioned in a 
different orientation relative to the graphic - e.g., to the right of the graphic. 

Albornoz et al. do not disclose, teach, or suggest that the layout of the second annotation instance 

differs from the layout of the first annotation instance, as is claimed. 

For at least these reasons, claim 27 is allowable over Albornoz et al. Claims 28-3 1 

depend from claim 27. Therefore, dependent claims 28-31 are allowable for at let st the reasons 

discussed with respect to claim 27. 

In addition, claim 28 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .the first annotation 
instance and the second annotation instance each include a text object and a graphic object; and 
an arrangement of the text object relative to the graphic object differs between the first 
annotation instance and the second annotation instance." 

The Office (Action of December 26, 2006 at 4) asserts that: 

. . .when XSL or XSLT stylesheets are applied to an annotation structure, the 
layout and appearance of the annotation instance can be quite different depending 
on the content of the annotation, the amount of content information a user is 
allowed to view (due to credential filtering (Pg. 10, Paragraph [0108]) and 
perhaps as well as the type of object being annotated. 

Albornoz et al. fail to disclose the claimed subject matter. 

Albornoz et al. (para. 0097) disclose that the annotation structure that defines the fields to 

be used in creating an annotation can be selected based on a type/scope of the data object, 

content of the data object, the application from which a request is received, and a role of the user. 

Albornoz et al. do not, however, disclose that a first annotation instance and a second annotation 



instance each include a text object and a graphic object, as is claimed. 
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Further, as discussed with respect to claim 27, Albornoz et al. (para. 0108) disclose that 
the filtered annotation structure used "to generate the final GUI displayed to the user" is 
generated based on an access control list that can contain a list of userlDs and/or groupIDs with a 
common set of privileges . Albornoz et al. (Id.) further disclose that the filtered annotation 
structure may have a limited subset of the fields contained in the selected annotation structure. 
However, having a limited subset of fields is not equivalent to having an arrangement of the text 
object relative to the graphic object that differs between the first annotation instance and the 
second annotation instance applied to an electronic document, as is claimed. 

Additionally, with respect to Extensible Stylesheet Language Transformations (XSLT), 
Albornoz et al. (para. 0109) disclose (underlining added for emphasis) "The transform 750 may 
perform various formatting and other functions on the structure, such as checking for proper data 
types , allowable values, as well as implementing stylistic features, such as font , c olor, and the 
like." Albornoz et al. do not, however, disclose that the transform specifies an arrangement of 
objects within an annotation. Therefore, Albornoz et al. do not disclose, teach, or suggest that 
the first annotation instance and the second annotation instance each include a tex: object and a 
graphic object; and an arrangement of the text object relative to the graphic object differs 
between the first annotation instance and the second annotation instance. 

For at least these reasons, claim 28 also is allowable over Albornoz et al. based on its 
own merits. 



Claims 1-3, 6-8, 10-15, 18-20, and 22-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over MapSoft Impress Pro Ver. 2.1 User's Manual ("MapSoft") in 
view of Albornoz et al., and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,546,405 to Gupta et al. Further, 
claims 5, 9, 17, and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over MapSoft in view of Albornoz et al. and Gupta et al., and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,721,921 to Altman. As discussed above, it is not conceded that Albornoz et al. is a proper 
reference under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). For the sake of expedience, however, the Office's rejections, 
including those based on Albornoz et al., are respectfully traversed. 



Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §103 



Applicant 
Serial No. 
Filed 
Page 



Scott E. Petersen 
10/678,392 
October 3, 2003 
15 of 23 



Attorney's Docket No.: P5^ 6 / 07844-593001 



Claim 1 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .in response to the request, accessing 
a dynamic annotation template for the requested annotation, the dynamic annotation template 
being external to the electronic document application and the electronic document and having 
fixed content, associated instructions defining variable content, and variable layout information 
for the fixed content and variable content . ..." 

The Office (Action of December 26, 2006 at 6-10) concedes that MapSoft fails to 

disclose a dynamic annotation template and variable layout information as part of a dynamic 

annotation template. However, the Office {Id. at 8-9) asserts that (emphasis in original): 

. .., Albornoz discloses (Pg. 10, Paragraph [0106-0107]) that in the process of 
fetching and displaying annotations for a given user, the annotation structure 
fields may be filtered based on who the user is (role), or security clearances. If 
the user fails to meet rules concerning, for example, a security level, that content 
is filtered out and not shown (thus affecting layout). Furthermore, Alborno z 
discloses (Pg. 10, Paragraph [0108]) that a filtered annotation structure may have 
a limited subset of the fields contained in the structure. The filtered annotation 
structure may then be transformed to generate the final GUI displayed to the user. 
This suggests that, depending on a user's credentials..., a given annotation would 
appear to be "laid out" differently. ... 

Filtering annotation structure fields based on the identity of a user is not equivalen t to a dynamic 

annotation template that has variable layout information for the fixed content and variable 

content. Albornoz et al. (para. 0106) disclose (underlining added for emphasis): 

At step 606, in preparation of displaying the retrieved annotation, one or more 
annotation structures 149 corresponding to the specified data object are retrieved. 
As described above, with reference to creating annotations, the annotation 
structure may be selected based on the specified data object, as well as other 
parameters, such as the user's role . For example, only certain users acting in a 
certain role (or having a certain security level, belonging to a certain user group, 
etc.) may be authorized to view certain fields containing sensitive data. Therefore, 
the annotation structure 149 selected may only contain fields the user is 
authorized to view. 

Thus, Albornoz et al. teach that the annotation structure used to display the annotation is selected 
based on one or more parameters, such as the user's role. Further, Albornoz et al. teach that the 
selected annotation structure may only contain the fields the user is authorized to view . As such, 



Albornoz et al. do not teach that the annotation structure is dynamic, but rather that an 
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appropriate annotation structure is chosen based on the information to be displayed. Selecting an 

appropriate annotation structure is not equivalent to an annotation template that is dynamic. 

Further, with respect to populating an annotation structure, Albornoz et al. (para. 0107) 

disclose (underlining added for emphasis): 

At step 608, the annotation data is optionally filtered, and the fields of the 
annotation structure are populated with the filtered annotation data . For example, 
fields that the user (based on the user's role) is not authorized to view will be not 
be displayed (e.g., filtered out). 

Filtering the annotation data before populating the selected annotation data structure also is not 

equivalent to a dynamic annotation template that has variable layout information for the fixed 

content and variable content, as is claimed. Albornoz et al. do not teach that the l ayout of the 

selected annotation structure is variable . Rather, Albornoz et al. (para. 0054) disclose that "The 

annotation structures may contain a set of fields and groups of fields that determine what data is 

stored with the annotation and what data is presented to the user viewing the annotation, for 

example, based on the user's role." Thus, Albornoz et al. teach that the content of an annotation 

displayed to a user may change based on filtering the annotation data. However, Albornoz et al. 

do not disclose that the layout associated with the annotation structure is variable. Therefore, 

Albornoz et al. do not disclose, teach, or suggest accessing a dynamic annotation template for the 

requested annotation, the dynamic annotation template being external to the electranic document 

application and the electronic document and having fixed content, associated instructions 

defining variable content, and variable layout information for the fixed content and variable 

content . 

Claim 1 also recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . . applying the instance of the 
annotation to the electronic document , the annotation instance having an appearance, including a 
variable layout , defined by the variable content, the fixed content and the variable layout 
information , the annotation instance being modifiable by any user according to rights or 
permissions after the annotation instance is applied to the electronic document." 

The Office (Action of December 26, 2006 at 9-10) concedes that MapSoft fails to 
disclose variable content and layout, but asserts that (underlining added for emphasis) 
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". . .Albornoz discloses (Pg. 10, Paragraph [0102]) instantiation of a dynamic annotation template 

(in a GUI) containing content both fixed and variable and potentially being filtered based on a 

user's credentials thus varying the appearance of the annotation once applied." 

As discussed above with respect to claim 27, Albornoz et al. do not disclose applying an 

instance of an annotation to an electronic document . To the contrary, Albornoz et al. teach that 

annotations are stored separately from the electronic document. For example, Albornoz et al. 

(paras. 0102-0103) disclose (underlining added for emphasis): 

At step 508, annotation data is received via the generated GUI screen. The 
annotation data may be stored in an annotation record 1 50. . . .At step 5 1 2, en 
annotation record 150 is created containing the annotation data, index, and GUID. 
At step 514, the annotation record is stored in the annotation store 1 30, se parate 
from the annotated data . 

Also as discussed above with respect to claim 27, Albornoz et al. further teach that an annotation 
is separately presented to a user. For example, Albornoz et al. (para. 0108) disclose (underlining 
added for emphasis) ". . .the filtered annotation structure 749 may have a limited subset of the 
fields contained in the selected annotation structure 149. The filtered annotation structure 749 
may then be transformed. . .to generate the final GUI displayed to the user." Thus, Albornoz et 
al. do not disclose applying the annotation to the electronic document at any time, including 
when the annotation is created and when the annotation is displayed. Therefore, Albornoz et al. 
do not disclose, teach, or suggest applying an instance of an annotation to an electronic 
document. 

Further, filtering an annotation based on a user's credentials is not equivale nt to the 
annotation instance having an appearance including a variable layout . For example, Albornoz et 
al. (para. 0107) disclose that (underlining added for emphasis) ". . ., fields that the user. . .is not 
authorized to view will not be displayed (e.g., filtered out) ." Albornoz et al., however, do not 
indicate that the layout of the content displayed in the annotation is variable. To the contrary, 
Albornoz et al. teach that the content associated with one or more fields simply will not be 
displayed. Therefore, Albornoz et al. also do not disclose, teach, or suggest applying the 
instance of the annotation to the electronic document, the annotation instance having an 
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appearance, including a variable layout, defined by the variable content, the fixed content and the 
variable layout information . 

Moreover, a proper motivation to combine MapSoft with Albornoz et al. has not been 
established. The Office (Action of December 26, 2006 at 9) asserts that (underlining added for 
emphasis): 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the disclosures of MapSoft and Albornoz as both describe 
systems that allow a user to create and apply annotations to electronic documents. 
Adding the disclosure of Albornoz provides filtering of annotation content which 
would make the layout of an annotation variable by virtue of a user's credentials 
and thereby preventing the viewing of sensitive information the user was not 
privileged to see, and thus changing the appearance of the annotation depending 
on the filtering. 

However, MapSoft (p. 1) discloses (underlining added for emphasis) "Impress Pre allows you to 
stamp the pages of PDF documents with text impressions (text stamps)." MapSoft (p. 2) further 
discloses (underlining added for emphasis) "Once a file has been marked with an impression, 
that impression will be permanently embedded within that file when that file is saved. You will 
NOT be able to subsequently remove any impressions from a file once it has been saved." Thus, 
MapSoft teaches that impressions are permanently embedded in a file and the consent of an 
impression cannot be filtered once the file has been saved. Therefore, MapSoft has no apparent 
need for the filtering of annotation content as taught by Albornoz et al. 

Gupta et al. also do not disclose a dynamic annotation template or using a variable layout. 
Gupta et al. (Col. 4, lines 52-63 and Col. 20, lines 52-65) disclose that each temporal annotation 
is represented using a separate temporal annotation entry. Further, Gupta et al. (Col. 7, lines 19- 
34) do not disclose that layout information is associated with a temporal annotation. 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 is allowable over MapSoft in view of Albornoz et al. 
and further in view of Gupta et al. Claims 2, 3, 5-12, and 45-46 depend from claim 1 . 
Therefore, dependent claims 2, 3, 5-12, and 45-46 are allowable for at least the reasons discussed 
with respect to claim 1 . 

Further, claims 13 and 32 include elements similar to those discussed with respect to 
claim 1 . For example, claim 13 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .in response to the 
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request, accessing a dynamic annotation template for the requested annotation, the dynamic 
annotation template being external to the electronic document application and the electronic 
document and having fixed content, associated instructions defining variable content, and 
variable layout information for the fixed content and variable content;. . . applying the instance of 
the annotation to the electronic document, the annotation instance having an appearance, 
including a variable layout , defined by the variable content, the fixed content and :he variable 
layout information, the annotation instance being modifiable by any user according to rights or 
permissions after the annotation instance is applied to the electronic document." 

Similarly, claim 32 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .in response to the 
request, accessing a dynamic annotation template for the requested annotation, the dynamic 
annotation template being external to the electronic document application and the electronic 
document and having fixed content, associated instructions defining variable content, and 
variable layout information for the fixed content and variable content;. . . applying ':he instance of 
the annotation to the electronic document , the annotation instance having an appearance, 
including a variable layout , defined by the variable content, the fixed content and the variable 
layout information, the annotation instance being modifiable by any user according to rights or 
permissions after the annotation instance is applied to the electronic document." 

Therefore, independent claims 13 and 32 are allowable over MapSoft in view of 
Albornoz et al. and further in view of Gupta et al. for at least the reasons discussed with respect 
to claim 1. Claims 14-15, 17-24, and 47-48 depend from claim 13, and are thus allowable based 
at least on claim 13. Claims 33-44 depend from claim 32 and are thus allowable based at least 
on claim 32. 

In addition, claim 3 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .wherein: sxecuting the 

associated instructions to define variable content includes generating one or more graphics ." 

The Office (Action of December 26, 2006 at 12) asserts: 

. . .it would have been obvious. . .to conclude that impressions such as those 
containing time stamps would appear, when applied, as graphics since MapSoft 
discloses that once applied, and the file is saved, impressions are permanently 
embedded in the file (Pg. 9). This would have suggested that the impression was 
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graphical in nature, providing the benefit of permanence thus avoiding tampering 
for example in de-labeling a document marked TOP SECRET. 

Contrary to the Office's assertion, MapSoft teaches that an impression, when applied, is text. 

For example, MapSoft (p. 1) states (underlining added for emphasis) "Impress Pro allows you to 

stamp the pages of PDF documents with text impressions ( text stamps) ." MapSof: (Id.) also 

states (underlining added for emphasis) "In addition to specifying the actual text for an 

impression, which can be anything you want, Impress Pro allows you to specify its: • Position 

• Alignment • Appearance « Colour • Page Range". Thus, MapSoft does not teach generating one 

or more graphics . 

Further, MapSoft (p. 19) discloses (underlining added for emphasis) "In addition to 
containing specific text impressions can also include variable data , such as date, time, page count 
or page number information that will be replaced with actual text values when the file is 
stamped." As such, MapSoft teaches that when variable data is defined, text value s are 
generated, not graphics. Thus, MapSoft teaches that impressions, both containing specific text 
and variable data, are text impressions . 

Text is not equivalent to graphics. For example, the specification (p. 8, lines 3-9) 
illustrates that (underlining added for emphasis) "The fixed or variable annotation content can 
include any item that can be presented in an electronic document, such as graphics , text, images, 
audio, video, hyperlinks, or a combination of two or more of these. . ..The graphics can be in any 
suitable form for the application, such as bitmaps, vector art, or raster art ." There fore, MapSoft 
fails to disclose, teach, or suggest that executing the associated instructions to define variable 
content includes generating one or more graphics, as is claimed. 

Albornoz et al. and Gupta et al. also do not disclose that executing associated instructions 
to define variable content includes generating one or more graphics. Albornoz et al. (para. 0034) 
disclose that an annotation can be graphical. Gupta et al. (Col. 9, line 67 to Col. 10, line 7) also 
disclose that an annotation can include graphics. However, neither Albornoz et al. nor Gupta et 
al. disclose, teach, or suggest that executing associated instructions to define variable content 
includes generating one or more graphics. For at least these reasons, claim 3 also is allowable 
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over MapSoft in view of Albornoz et al., and in further view of Gupta et al. based on its own 
merits. 

Claim 15 includes elements similar to those discussed with respect to claim 3. For 
example, claim 15 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .wherein executing the associated 
instructions to define the variable content further comprises generating one or more graphics ." 
Therefore, claim 15 is allowable over MapSoft in view of Albornoz et al. and further in view of 
Gupta et al. for at least the reasons discussed with respect to claim 3. 

In addition, claim 5 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .requesting a service 
from a remote location ; receiving content information in response to the request; and 
incorporating the content information into the variable content." 

The Office (Action of December 26, 2006 at 12) concedes that Altman fails to disclose 

"the retrieval of content to be used as variable content." However, the Office (Id.) asserts: 

. . ., it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to conclude that, for example, one might retrieve timestamp (variable) 
information from a remote timeserver networked to the annotation machine. The 
benefit of such an arrangement would have been to have an accurate and 
consistent time source to supply data to be annotation onto documents. 

The Office does not state that it is taking Official Notice regarding receiving content information 

in response to requesting a service from a remote location. Nonetheless, taking Official Notice 

with respect to claim 5 would be inappropriate because the subject matter is not capable of 

instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well-known . MPEP §2144.03 A. states 

(underlining added for emphasis): 

It would not be appropriate for the examiner to take official notice of facts 
without citing a prior art reference where the facts asserted to be well known are 
not capable of instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well -known . 
For example, assertions of technical facts in the areas of esoteric technology or 
specific knowledge of the prior art must always be supported by citation to some 
reference work recognized as standard in the pertinent art. In re Ahlert, 424 F.2d 
at 1091, 165 USPQ at 420-21. 

Further, MPEP §2144.03 B. states: 
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If Official Notice Is Taken of a Fact, Unsupported by Documentary 
Evidence, the Technical Line of Reasoning Underlying a Decision To Take 
Such Notice Must Be Clear and Unmistakable 

Ordinarily, there must be some form of evidence in the record to support an 
assertion of common knowledge. See Lee, 277 F.3d at 1344-45, 61 USPQ2d at 
1434-35 (Fed. Cir. 2002); Zurko, 258 F.3d at 1386, 59 USPQ2d at 1697 (holding 
that general conclusions concerning what is "basic knowledge" or "common 
sense" to one of ordinary skill in the art without specific factual findings and 
some concrete evidence in the record to support these findings will not support an 
obviousness rejection). 

The Office does not provide an adequate technical line of reasoning, as required when taking 
Official Notice without documentary support. For example, the Office asserts thai it would have 
been obvious to retrieve time stamp information from a remote time server. MapSoft, however, 
indicates that time stamps are applied with respect to the local system . For example, MapSoft 
discloses (underlining added for emphasis) "The actual default date/time format ir which the 
date/time will be stamped will depend upon your locale, and will change in line with any 
changes that might be made to the International settings within your Windows Control Panel ." 
Thus, MapSoft indicates that time stamp information is obtained from a local system and 
suggests nothing about accessing a remote server. The Office also does not indicate how this 
result would be achieved or that such a practice was well-known . 

For at least these reasons, claim 5 also is allowable over MapSoft in view of Albornoz et 
al., and in further view of Gupta et al. based on its own merits. 

Claim 17 includes elements similar to those discussed with respect to claim 5. For 
example, claim 17 recites (underlining added for emphasis) ". . .requesting a service from a 
remote location ; receiving content information in response to the request; and incorporating the 
content information into the variable content." Therefore, claim 17 is allowable over MapSoft in 
view of Albornoz et al. and further in view of Gupta et al. for at least the reasons discussed with 
respect to claim 5. 



The foregoing comments made with respect to the positions taken by the Examiner are 
not to be construed as acquiescence with other positions of the Examiner that have not been 
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explicitly contested. Accordingly, the above arguments for patentability of a claim should not be 
construed as implying that there are not other valid reasons for patentability of that claim or other 
claims. 

In view of the above remarks, claims 1-3, 5-15, and 17-24, and 27-48 should be in 
condition for allowance, and a formal notice of allowance is respectfully requested. Please apply 
any charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: March 26, 2007 
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